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Abstract 

 This report shares the results of a field study project at St. Paul’s Lutheran School 

in Muskego, Wisconsin, which used research relating to the Charlotte Danielson 

Framework for Teaching (FfT) to improve the instructional coaching and formative 

evaluation taking place. Teachers from four grade-level teams participated in the study – 

PreK, grades K-2, 3-5, and 6-8. The field study investigated four questions: (1) Will 

teachers experience the FfT to be an effective tool for self-reflection regarding their 

current teaching practices? (2) Will teachers perceive the FfT to be an effective tool for 

facilitating grade-level team discussions about teaching practices? (3) Will teachers 

beneficially engage in discussion with one another during FfT meetings? (4) Will 

teachers become more familiar with the FfT so that it could be used as a summative 

evaluation tool in the future? The field study results showed that the FfT was an effective 

tool for self-reflection, goal-setting, and team discussions for three of the four grade-level  

 

teams – K-2, 3-5, and 6-8. 
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Chapter One – Introduction 

Identify the Issue 

Every school needs a teacher coaching and evaluation tool, framework, and 

system that works well. However, Marzano (2012), Tuytens & Devos (2011), Gabriel & 

Allington (2012), Danielson (2011), and Mielke & Frontier (2012) all supported that 

many teacher evaluation systems are troubled. This creates a great challenge for schools – 

to have teachers and principals utilize a tool that supports and ensures effective teacher 

formative evaluation and coaching. Thus, to repeat the important point, schools need a 

teacher coaching and formative evaluation system that works well. 

Importance of the Project 

Grissom, Egalite, and Lindsay (2021) stated that one of the primary goals of a 

principal’s leadership of his staff is to make sure each teacher is growing in his or her 

instructional skills to provide students with the best education possible. Mielke & 

Frontier (2012) defined instructional coaching as partnering with teachers to analyze 

current reality, set goals, identify and explain teaching strategies to hit the goals, and 

provide support until the goals are met.  

Quality coaching helps cultivate this instructional growth for teachers. An 

effective teacher formative evaluation system can be a part of the coaching process 

through which teachers grow in their instructional excellence.  

Prior to the 2020-2021 school year, St. Paul’s Lutheran School (Muskego, WI) 

had used the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod (WELS) Teacher Performance 

Assessment (TPA) for an evaluation system. However, the WELS TPA was not an 

effective teacher evaluation system. It lacked depth, clarity, and quality. Therefore, it was 
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important that St. Paul’s Lutheran School use an alternative instructional framework to 

improve the instructional coaching and formative evaluation taking place.   

Project Purpose and Goals 

This project will field test the use of the Danielson Framework for Teaching (FfT) 

as an instructional coaching and formative evaluation tool. The purpose of this project is 

to improve the instructional coaching and formative evaluation taking place at St. Paul’s 

Lutheran School using selected domains and components of the FfT. I have the following 

goals for this project: (1) that teachers experience the FfT to be an effective tool for self-

reflection regarding their current teaching practices, (2) that teachers perceive the FfT to 

be an effective tool for facilitating grade-level team discussions about teaching practices, 

(3) that teachers beneficially engage in discussion with one another during FfT meetings, 

and (4) that, through this coaching and formative evaluation field project, the teachers 

become more familiar with the FfT so that it could be used as a summative evaluation 

tool in the future.  
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Chapter Two – Literature Review 

Teacher evaluation systems are troubled (Gabriel & Allington, 2012; Marzano, 

2012;  Papay, 2012; Tuytens & Devos, 2011). Marzano (2012) stated that most teacher 

evaluation systems do not adequately differentiate between effective and ineffective 

teachers, and these evaluation systems have not aided in teacher professional growth. 

Danielson (2011) agreed and argued that summative teacher evaluation systems did little 

to spur professional growth. A more formative approach is needed.  

A consistent definition of good teaching is also essential component of both 

formative and summative assessment conversations (Danielson, 2011; Marzano, 2012). 

In addition to the need for a consistent, research-based definition of effective teaching, 

Mielke & Frontier (2012) described the need for teacher evaluation to be an ongoing 

coaching process rather than a once-a-year summative evaluation to see significant 

improvement in classroom instruction. Kimball, White, Milanowski, & Borman (2004) 

provided evidence of a positive association between teacher performance, as measured by 

evaluation scores, and student achievement.  

Marzano (2012) advocated for a tool that evaluates teachers on a developmental 

scale and provides a system to both acknowledge and reward growth. Mielke and Frontier 

(2012) and Danielson (2011) supported that teachers need to be actively engaged as 

leaders in a more formative approach that informs teacher evaluation. This is a key point 

– the greater the active engagement from teachers in this process, the more instructional 

growth will take place and thus more improved evaluation scores occur as well. This 

active engagement happens especially through self-reflection and self-evaluation in 
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addition to evaluation by a peer or supervisor. Active engagement also includes teachers 

talking about their teaching. This focus on self-assessment and goal setting is supported 

by Malcom Knowles (2005) adult learning model of the latter 20th century. 

Viviano (2012) supported that instructional coaching is the key to the use of 

evaluation tools like the Charlotte Danielson Framework for Teaching (FfT) and that it is 

vital to abide by the philosophy that evaluations are not final. Evaluations simply help to 

celebrate areas of strength and to identify areas of weakness in the hope of providing the 

needed coaching tools to bring about professional growth (i.e., a workshop to attend, a 

person to observe, a webinar to watch, a coach talk to, etc.). 

Marzano (2012) presented best practices for teacher evaluation. One of his major 

points was that measuring (or evaluating) teachers and developing (or coaching) teachers 

are two completely different things. Marzano supported that evaluation systems were 

useless unless a fundamental goal of the evaluation tool was to focus on the teacher’s 

development and growth. Coaching should always come first. Finally, Marzano stated 

that an effective evaluation tool must have four basic characteristics: comprehensive, 

specific, include a developmental scale, and acknowledge growth. Each of the following 

evaluation tools (Marzano, WELS Continuum of Teacher Development, and Danielson) 

contain each of these four basic characteristics. 

The Marzano Teacher Evaluation Model is divided into four domains (see 

Appendix A). The first domain has 41 elements that relate to classroom strategies and 

behaviors. The second domain has eight elements that relate to preparation and planning. 

The third domain has five elements that relate to reflecting on teaching. The fourth and 
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final domain has six elements that relate to collegiality and professionalism (Marzano, 

2007).  

The WELS Continuum of Teacher Development (CoTD) is divided into eleven 

standards. These standards were developed using the New Teacher Center Standards, 

which are based on the California Standards for the Teaching Profession. Further 

development of the WELS Teaching Standards, and thus the development of the CoTD, 

also drew from the WI Teacher Standards. These are the eleven standards of the WELS 

CoTD: 

• FOUNDATION: Christian teachers are faithful servants of Jesus Christ (5 

elements – see Appendix B). 

1) Christian teachers know the subjects they are teaching (6 elements). 

2) Christian teachers know how individuals grow and develop (4 elements). 

3) Christian teachers understand that individuals learn differently (6 elements). 

4) Christian teachers know how to teach (5 elements). 

5) Christian teachers know how to create and maintain a Christian learning 

environment (7 elements). 

6) Christian teachers communicate effectively (6 elements). 

7) Christian teachers know how to plan a variety of lessons (5 elements). 

8) Christian teachers know how to assess student progress (7 elements). 

9) Christian teachers know how to grow spiritually and professionally (4 

elements). 

10) Christian teachers connect with colleagues and the community (6 elements).  
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The Danielson FfT is divided up into four domains (Danielson, 2007). The first 

domain has six components that relate to planning and preparation. The second domain 

has five components that relate to classroom environment. The third domain has five 

components that relate to instruction. The fourth and final domain has six components 

that relate to collegiality and professionalism. See Appendix C for a further breakdown of 

these four domains. Each component contains a four-level rating rubric with ‘critical 

attributes” for teachers to better understand the practical application and meaning of each 

component. See Appendix D for a simplified example of Danielson’s four-level rating 

rubric.  

Helping teachers improve through evaluation requires consistent definitions of 

good teaching (Danielson, 2011; Gabriel & Allington, 2012). Without these consistent 

definitions, inconsistencies from one classroom to another relating to evaluation will 

occur. The FfT provides these research-based definitions of good teaching in the level 

three (proficient) and level four (distinguished) categories. Danielson (2007) also 

suggested six benefits to the education community in the use of a consistent rubric to 

evaluate teaching. The six benefits are in the areas of teacher college preparation, 

recruitment and hiring of new teachers, providing a “road map” for novice teachers, 

guidance for experienced professionals, a structure for focusing improvement efforts, and 

communication to the larger community.  

How does Danielson’s FfT affect student learning? Steinberg & Sartain (2015) 

provided recent evidence from Cincinnati Public Schools confirming that providing mid-

career teachers with evaluations and coaching based on the Danielson FfT can promote 

student-achievement growth in math. The research study of Kimball, White, Milanowski, 
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and Borman (2004) also provided some evidence of a positive association between 

teacher performance, as measured by the Danielson FfT evaluation system, and student 

achievement. If teachers agree to actively engage in regular formative assessment 

conversations, then both teacher performance and student achievement are likely to 

increase. It is then natural to conclude that summative evaluation scores would also 

remain strong or increase. That is what this case study sought to investigate using regular, 

formative assessment conversations amongst grade-level colleagues and the principal 

using the Danielson FfT rubric and descriptors. 
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Chapter Three – Implementation 

Introduction 

The purpose of this project is to improve the instructional coaching and formative 

evaluation taking place at St. Paul’s Lutheran School using selected domains and 

components of the FfT. There are four goals for this project that stem from the research 

included in the literature review above: (1) that teachers experience the FfT to be an 

effective tool for self-reflection regarding their current teaching practices, (2) that 

teachers perceive the FfT to be an effective tool for facilitating grade-level team 

discussions about teaching practices, (3) that teachers beneficially engage in discussion 

with one another during FfT meetings, and (4) that, through this coaching and formative 

evaluation field project, the teachers become more familiar with the FfT so that it could 

be used as a summative evaluation tool in the future.  

Participants 

Ten teachers participated in the study, nine female and one male. The teachers 

were from four grade-level teams (GLT) – PreK, grades K-2, 3-5, and 6-8. The PreK 

GLT had three teachers. The K-2 GLT had three teachers. The 3-5 GLT had two teachers. 

The 6-8 GLT had two teachers. Their ages ranged from 23 to 62. The median age was 

42.5.  

Procedures 

Each GLT met one time for an introductory 45-minute meeting to achieve four 

goals. First, to introduce and better understand the Danielson FfT. Second, to review the 

process to be used during the 4-5 GLT meetings. Third, to ask clarifying questions. 

Fourth, to decide the GLT’s “top-5” FfT components upon which to reflect beforehand 
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and then discuss during the GLT meeting. See Appendices E, F, and G for the handouts 

used at this introductory GLT training meeting.  

During each GLT’s first introductory session, the principal focused the teachers’ 

attention on critical attributes which are listed for level three (proficient) and level four 

(distinguished). Since schools want their teachers to perform as often as possible in either 

level three or level four, these sections were focused on. 

Over the course of two months, each GLT met on its own to discuss one FfT 

component at each meeting. Meeting times were always kept to no more than 25 minutes. 

Most meetings lasted between 20-25 minutes. Meetings were normally two weeks apart. 

Appendix H was used at every meeting. Appendix G provided a regular, efficient 

structure for each meeting. Each teacher normally shared an update about their goals 

from previous meetings before engaging in conversation about the FfT component being 

reviewed that day.  

 Each teacher took turns sharing their “key takeaways” from the first page of the 

component being reviewed. Follow up discussion normally occurred. Then, each teacher 

shared which of the various descriptors (in various levels of performance) they had 

circled indicating their self-assessments of current practice. After this discussion of 

everyone’s self-reflection ratings, each teacher wrote down a goal relating to this 

component. This goal was then shared with the group. In most cases after the first 

meeting, each teacher had written a goal in advance based on their self-reflection done 

prior to the GLT meeting. The principal photocopied each goal for the purpose of this 

project, and then a critical last step was taken. This goal was cut out and taped near the 
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teacher’s computer so that it would be in front of their eyes often. See Appendix H for a 

completed meeting sheet from the Pre-K GLT. 

 This system aligns with the research that states effective teacher assessment 

should be formative over time, use a consistent definition of good teaching, and done in a 

setting that engages teachers in self-assessment, goal-setting, and conversations with 

colleagues (Danielson, 2011; Marzano, 2012; Mielke and Frontier, 2012). 

Results  

Table 1 shows the teachers’ 1-10 ratings from the 17 GLT meetings that took 

place using Appendix H. Column 1 shows the rating question. Columns 2-5 show each 

teacher’s response from each meeting. The Pre-K GLT had five meetings, however, the 

K-2, 3-5, and 6-8 GLT’s each had four meetings. A rating of “1” was “low effectiveness 

or engagement” and a rating of “10” was “high effectiveness or engagement.” Based on 

my experience, a rating of 1-7 was deemed a “negative” score. A rating of 8-10 was 

deemed a “positive” score.  
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Table 1 

Teacher Ratings at Each Grade Level Team Meeting 

Question Pre-K K-2 3-5 6-8 

     

How effectively did the FfT help 

you  

reflect on your teaching skills? 

 

9, 8, 7 

7, 7, 5 

4, 8, 9 

6, 5, 9 

6, 9, 5 

 

7, 8, 8 

7, 9, 9 

8, 9 

9, 9, 9 

8, 7 

9, 8 

8, 9 

9, 8 

 

6, 8 

10, 9 

10, 7 

10,10 

Question 1 “1-7 Counts” 

Question 1 “8-10 Counts” 

9 (60%) 

6 (40%) 

2 (18.2%) 

9 (81.8%) 

1(12.5%) 

7(87.5%) 

2 (25%) 

6 (75%) 

 

How effectively did the FfT   

help facilitate the GLT meeting? 

7, 8, 7 

9, 9, 9 

6, 7, 9 

7, 6, 8 

8, 9 

8,10, 8 

10, 8, 9 

9, 9 

9, 10 

9, 7 

9, 8 

9, 8 

9, 8 

 

8, 9 

10, 10 

10, 8 

10, 10 

Question 2 “1-7 Counts” 

Question 2 “8-10 Counts” 

6 (42.9%) 8 

(57.1%) 

0 (0%) 

10 (100%) 

1 (12.5%) 

7 (87.5%) 

0 (0%) 

8 (100%) 

 

How engaged did you perceive 

your teammates to be during  

the GLT meeting? 

8/8, 8/8, 8/8 

9/9, 9/9, 8/8 

7/7, 7/8, 9/9 

7/6, 7/7, 5/6 

9/9, 8/8, 7/6 

8/8, 9/9, 9/9 

10/10,8/8,8/

8 

7, 9 

10, 10 

10, 9 

10, 10 

10, 9 

10, 9 

 

10, 10 

10, 10 

9, 9 

10, 10 

     

Question 3 “1-7 Counts” 

Question 3 “8-10 Counts” 

11 (36.7%) 19 
(63.3%) 

1 (6.3%) 

15 (93.7%) 

0 (0%) 

8 (100%) 

0 (0%) 

8 (100%) 
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Chapter Four – Reflective Essay 

Introduction 

The purpose of this project was to improve the instructional coaching and 

formative evaluation taking place at St. Paul’s Lutheran School using selected domains 

and components of the FfT. The four goals of this project were (1) that teachers 

experience the FfT to be an effective tool for self-reflection regarding their current 

teaching practices, (2) that teachers perceive the FfT to be an effective tool for facilitating 

grade-level team discussions about teaching practices, (3) that teachers beneficially 

engage in discussion with one another during FfT meetings, and (4) that, through this 

coaching and formative evaluation field project, the teachers become more familiar with 

the FfT so that it could be used as a summative evaluation tool in the future.  

Conclusions 

When looking at the table above, one can see that the Pre-K GLT had the lowest 

ratings, for all three questions. This initial data begs the question – is the Danielson FfT 

best suited for the K-12 setting, rather than early childhood and Pre-Kindergarten? This is 

potentially something for future study and discussion with this GLT.  

The Danielson FfT fostered active teacher engagement. Aside from the Pre-K 

GLT, the percentage of 1-7 and 8-10 responses are fairly consistent across the other three 

GLT’s for each of the three questions asked. In most cases, the level of perceived 

engagement from teammates during discussion was high (ratings of 8-10) across all three 

GLT’s: 93.7% in the K-2 GLT, 100% in the 3-5 GLT, and 100% in the 6-8 GLT. Mielke 

and Frontier (2012) and Danielson (2011) supported that the greater the active 

engagement from teachers in the process, the more instructional growth will take place. 
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This active engagement happened especially through self-reflection, self-evaluation, 

goal-setting and an increase in teachers talking about their teaching. This focus on self-

assessment and goal setting is supported by Malcom Knowles (2005) adult learning 

model of the latter 20th century.  

The Danielson FfT helped facilitate the GLT meeting, and it helped the teachers 

reflect on their teaching skills. The K-2, 3-5, and 6-8 teachers’ ratings showed that the 

FfT helped facilitate the GLT meeting: 100%, 87.5%, and 100%, respectively. Finally, 

these three groups also felt that the FfT effectively helped them reflect on their teaching 

skills: 81.8%, 87.5%, and 75%. Danielson (2011) supported the need for a consistent 

definition of good teaching. The FfT provides this tool, and although these final teacher 

ratings were not as high as the other two questions, I still consider these high approval 

scores of the Danielson FfT. 

I was happy with the timeframe that was used for these GLT meetings. Meeting 

approximately two weeks apart allowed the teachers time to (1) not feel overwhelmed by 

how often the meetings were taking place, (2) have ample time to work on the goal they 

created in order to give an update at the next meeting, and (3) feel a sense of 

accomplishment over two month of focus on the Danielson FfT. Mielke & Frontier 

(2012) described the need for teacher evaluation to be an ongoing coaching process rather 

than a once-a-year summative evaluation to see significant improvement in classroom 

instruction. This field study created bi-weekly, formative coaching opportunities over the 

course of about two months. It took dedication of time and energy from all involved. The 

time and energy spent on self-reflection was beneficial in most cases for those in grades 

K-8 as evidenced by the ratings above.  
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Recommendations 

Find a different framework of teaching to use with Pre-K teachers. The 

Danielson FfT was not an effective tool for my Pre-K GLT. As stated above, the data 

received from Pre-K GLT members warrants a searching for another model of effective 

early learning teaching standards upon which to reflect and discuss. Standards from the 

National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) could be 

considered. 

For K-8 teachers, provide basic training and a system for using the Danielson 

FfT to reflect upon current instruction, set goals for future instruction, and to 

increase the GLT professional conversation amongst colleagues. The K-2, 3-5, and 6-

8 GLT teachers in this study gave high ratings for the FtT’s effectiveness. This tool has 

great potential to help teachers engage in a focused reflection and conversation with 

others about their current performance. Having teachers spend time in professional 

conversations like this is important to school excellence. 

Over time, use the FfT to conduct formal, summative evaluations for a 

certain percentage of teachers each school year. Marzano (2012) supported evaluation 

systems as being useless unless a fundamental goal of the evaluation tool was to focus on 

the teacher’s development and growth. It would be beneficial to now have a few teachers, 

who are familiarized with the FfT, go through a formal, summative evaluation using the 

FfT. This evaluation, and the goal-setting that would come out of that evaluation, would 

allow for the Danielson FfT to continue having a positive impact on the teachers’ 

aspirations to (1) continue good things they are already doing, and (2) grow in areas 

where they would like to see improvement in their classroom teaching and learning. 
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Appendix A – Marzano Teacher Evaluation Model 

 

https://www.pinterest.com/pin/202591683207821167/ 
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Appendix B – WELS Continuum of Teacher Development: FOUNDATION 

Standard 

 

https://mlc-wels.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/WELS-Continuum-of-Teacher-

Development-new-draft.pdf 
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Appendix C – Danielson’s Framework for Teaching Domains & Elements 

 

https://www.researchgate.net/figure/The-Framework-for-Teaching-Copyright-2011-by-

Charlotte-Danielson-Reprinted-with_fig1_301566904 
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Appendix D – Sample Danielson Framework 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Fo
r 

al
l c

o
m

p
o

n
en

ts
 o

f 
D

o
m

ai
n

 1
, s

ee
 

h
tt

p
s:

//
w

w
w

.c
ss

u
.o

rg
/c

m
s/

lib
/V

T0
1

0
0

0
7

7
5

/C
en

tr
ic

it
y/

D
o

m
ai

n
/3

6
/D

o
m

ai
n

1
P

ro
fe

ss
io

n
al

R
es

p
o

n
si

b
it

ie
s.

p
d

f 

Fo
r 

D
o

m
ai

n
 2

, s
ee

 

h
tt

p
s:

//
w

w
w

.c
ss

u
.o

rg
/c

m
s/

lib
/V

T0
1

0
0

0
7

7
5

/C
en

tr
ic

it
y/

D
o

m
ai

n
/3

6
/D

o
m

ai
n

2
C

la
ss

ro
o

m
En

vi
ro

n
m

en
t.

p
d

f 

Fo
r 

D
o

m
ai

n
 3

, s
ee

 

h
tt

p
s:

//
w

w
w

.c
ss

u
.o

rg
/c

m
s/

lib
/V

T0
1

0
0

0
7

7
5

/C
en

tr
ic

it
y/

D
o

m
ai

n
/3

6
/D

o
m

ai
n

3
In

st
ru

ct
io

n
.p

d
f 

https://www.cssu.org/cms/lib/VT01000775/Centricity/Domain/36/Domain1ProfessionalResponsibities.pdf
https://www.cssu.org/cms/lib/VT01000775/Centricity/Domain/36/Domain1ProfessionalResponsibities.pdf
https://www.cssu.org/cms/lib/VT01000775/Centricity/Domain/36/Domain2ClassroomEnvironment.pdf
https://www.cssu.org/cms/lib/VT01000775/Centricity/Domain/36/Domain3Instruction.pdf
https://www.cssu.org/cms/lib/VT01000775/Centricity/Domain/36/Domain4ProfessionalResponsibilities.pdf
https://www.cssu.org/cms/lib/VT01000775/Centricity/Domain/36/Domain4ProfessionalResponsibilities.pdf
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Appendix E – Teacher Training Handout for Introduction to Danielson’s FfT 

Project Thesis 

I think the Charlotte Danielson “Framework for Teaching” (FfT) is a simple to understand, quality 

resource or “framework” for use in self-reflection, in grade-level team conversations (2+ 

colleagues), in teacher & coach conversations, and also in teacher & evaluator (formative or 

summative) conversations.  

Quick Background + Training on the FfT 

• There are four “domains” (see Smart Card) 

o (1) planning and preparation 

o (2) the classroom environment 

o (3) instruction 

o (4) professional responsibilities 

• Each domain has a certain number of “components.” 

• Each component… 

o has a certain number of key “elements”, “critical 

attributes”, and “possible examples” 

o has 4 levels of performance associated with it 

What am I being asked to do during now til end of school year? 

• See mtg schedule on back. 

• In prep for each meeting, review one of the FtF’s “components” and it’s various 

“elements,” “critical attributes,” and “possible examples.” 

o Normally this is 3 pages long. 

o Self-assess: circle the “critical attributes” and “possible examples” where you 

are normally currently performing in your teaching. Be ready to discuss specific 

classroom examples of this self-assessment during the meeting. 

• Before leaving each meeting, write down one teaching skill goal relating to this 

“component” to “start, stop, or continue doing” in order to get closer and closer that 

“level 4” teaching. 

o Report back at the next mtg how you did on that goal. 

• At the start of each meeting, give a 1-10 rating about how effectively the FtF helped you 

to reflect on your teaching skills. 

• At the end of each meeting,  

o give a 1-10 rating about how effectively the FtF helped facilitate the 20 minute 

conversation. 

o give a 1-10 rating on the perceived level of your colleague’s engagement during 

the meeting. This will help to paint the picture of how actively everyone was 

contributing to the conversation about teaching and learning during your time 

together. 

What am I being asked to do today??? 

Me and my homegirl, Charlotte D 
(Chicago ‘18) 
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• Look at the “smart card” and choose 6 “components” for you and your teammate(s) to 

review during your 6 meetings. You choose the six, and I’ll choose the order. I will print 

the “components” for you at least a week ahead of the meeting. 
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Appendix F – Danielson FfT “Smart Card” 

 

https://www.mapleton.us/cms/lib/CO50000120/Centricity/Domain/1078/Educator%20Eff

ectiveness%20Handbook_Final_Rev.%205-2018.pdf 
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Appendix G – Teacher Handout in Preparation for a Meeting 

To Do… 

(1) As you read page one of this “component”  

a. underline / highlight the phrases or words that are most important, in your 

opinion, and possibly  

b. add any notes near these underlined / highlighted sections. 

 

(2) Self-assess: circle the “critical attributes” and “possible examples” where you feel that 

you are normally currently performing in your teaching. Be ready to discuss specific 

classroom examples of this self-assessment during the meeting. 

 

(3) Before leaving each meeting, write down one teaching skill goal relating to this 

“component” to “start, stop, or continue doing” in order to get closer and closer that 

“level 4” teaching. 

 

GOAL: 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 _______________________________________________________________________ 

 

o Report back at the next mtg how you did on that goal. 

 

(4) Before the start of each meeting, give a 1-10 rating about how effectively the FtF 

component’s descriptions helped you to reflect on your teaching skills  

 

(1 NOT helpful…………………10 = VERY helpful) RATING = ___________ 

 

(5) At the end of each meeting, give a 1-10 rating about how effectively the FtF helped 

facilitate the 20 minute conversation. 

 

(1 NOT helpful…………………10 = VERY helpful) RATING = ___________ 

 

(6) At the end of each meeting, give a 1-10 rating on the perceived level of your colleague’s 

engagement during the meeting. This will help to paint the picture of how actively 

everyone was contributing to the conversation about teaching and learning during your 

time together. 

Colleague #1 

(1 NOT helpful…………………10 = VERY helpful) 

___________ 

Colleague #2 

(1 NOT helpful…………………10 = VERY helpful) 

___________ 

  



Danielson’s Framework for Teaching   31 

Appendix H – Completed Meeting Form 

 

 

 


